The 'environment' is a substantively indeterminate concept that has borne different meanings throughout time and translated different visions of the (legal) relationship between Man and Nature. Over the past centuries, the normative concern for environmental protection emanated from distinct legal, cultural and socio-economic narratives. In providing a genealogy of these multiple and overlapping frames, this article not only sharpens our historical understanding of the legal nexus between two proliferating regimes in international law (environmental law and human rights law), but also critically engages with how environmental protection was progressively translated as an anthropocentric conceptual and operational legal framework. Like Narcissus, humans have been obnibulated by their own interests when thinking about environmental protection. The anthropocentric focus has led environmental law to gradually align and intertwine with human rights, resulting in a synergistic conceptualization of their interactions. Through this prism, environmental protection automatically reinforces human rights. This synergistic mantra has allowed environmental protection to gain momentum by associating it with a grander moral scheme. The focus on synergies, however, overshadowed the existence of conflicts inherent to the relationship between environmental protection and human rights.
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International environmental law (IEL) and human rights law (HRL) emerged as autonomous and disconnected bodies of law with different normative underpinnings and ontological orientations. Progressively, these legal regimes evolved towards increasing normative interconnection and substantive legal integration. This article inquires into the origins of this evolution and seeks to understand how and why the overarching narrative of environmental protection changed over time. It conceptualizes environmental protection as a narrative that translates a deeper social consciousness, and facilitates a wide range of policies and regulatory concerns. These concerns mutate over time according to specific sets of priorities and agendas of empowered actors. In this process, environmental protection is used as a normative vehicle that prioritizes specific concerns, thereby shaping the understanding of the environment in general, and its relationship to human rights in particular. Under the guise of objective legal regulation, specific policy interests are highlighted while others are obscured.
The article starts by retracing the normative underpinnings of the first environmental laws adopted in the late nineteenth century and demonstrates how they were defined by a clear schism and antagonism between Man and Nature, where the latter was protected from the former. With the increasing industrialization and the growth of capitalist and liberal markets, a utilitarian approach to natural resources exploitation emerged. Man emphasized the need to protect Nature, not for its intrinsic value, but to secure economic interests and ensure the survival of his kind. This anthropocentric approach turned environmental protection into a human interest driven objective. This 3 shift in the conceptualization of the relationship between Man and Nature was progressively translated into global legal instruments, with the 1972 Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment being the cornerstone in this evolution. In this process, the IEL regime embraced an anthropocentric orientation and an objectification of the environment that should serve, in fine, the benefits of human beings. Simultaneously, the HRL regime increasingly integrated environmental protection concerns, either by recognizing individual and procedural or collective and substantive environmental rights; or by recognizing environmental values as inherent parts of existing human rights. The linkage of IEL to HRL, the article shows, served specific interests and led to positive outcomes, but prioritized a particular agenda, thereby neglecting other concerns of environmental protection.
In the second part, the article delves into the consequences of the progressive legal integration of human rights concerns within the IEL regime. It analyses how IEL accommodated the concept of (human) environment and thereby shaped its understanding and its content through a specific anthropocentric legal frame. Most importantly, the article highlights how the overall anthropocentric approach to environmental protection in general, and its linkage to human rights in particular, nurtured a synergistic definition of their interrelationship. In other words, the legal representation of the environment was constructed so as to accommodate an image where environment and human rights interact harmoniously. This synergistic account, the article concludes, blurred the existence of tensions inherent to this relationship.
The article, therefore, ends with an analysis of conflicts between environmental protection laws and human rights. 7 wilderness and the resulting practice of forced eviction of local populations in the name of nature conservation took place in several regions of the world. 13 Today, much ink has been spilled on the displacement of indigenous peoples through the creation of these national parks. 19 These instruments all entail a rationale of strict separation between Man and Nature based on the belief that humans cause disturbance to the ecosystems that these instruments aim to protect. If the motivation behind these MEAs was to secure long-term enjoyment of specific fauna and flora for the ultimate benefits of mankind, the abovementioned provisions that stringently prohibit human interference in delimited natural areas translate an idea of strict incompatibility between nature protection and human presence.
In parallel to these conservation laws that established a clear protection of Nature from Man, a number of early MEAs aimed at protecting Nature for Man. As the titles of these instruments epitomize, commercial (and hence anthropocentric) concerns emerged as a parallel driving force for environmental protection. 20 33 For the first time, the need to protect the environment was advocated from a different perspective: it was for the sake of human's health and survival that action to protect the environment had to be taken. This strictly human interest driven narrative went far beyond the one that guided early IEL instruments in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and aimed essentially at economic incentives. Here, an alarmist human survival discourse embedded in a narrative of existential Angst replaced concerns for economic expansion and progress.
Creating synergies: the mobilizing power of human rights
Besides the growing realization of man-caused environmental pollution and its impact on human health, the post-WWII epoch is also characterized by an acceleration of industrialization, which led to a growing awareness and widespread criticism of the derived from the spatial notion of 'surrounding', 46 it is clear that the human species is the ontological unit at the very centre. The semantic shift from nature to environment translated a dialectical evolution where the 'human' is 'in touch' with the natural world. 47 This evolution entailed a politically transformative power. 48 Key documents of international environmental law started integrating the idea that humans must care
for the natural world both for its intrinsic value and for the broader good it renders humanity. deleterious effects of such a nature as to endanger human health'. 53 The Stockholm spirit, thus, undeniably spread its influence in global environmental fora.
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This was not without resistance at first. In analysing environmental instruments adopted after 1972, it can be seen that advocates of a more ecocentric approach to environmental protection tried to resist its association with the human rights framework. In 1982, the UNGA adopted the World Charter for Nature, the drafting They are linked in a complex system of cause and effect.
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The distinction between the two schools of thought (the defenders of an 'environmental issues only' and those of an 'environment and development' approach) corroborate the existence of a paradigm shift from a more ecocentric to a strict anthropocentric approach to environmental protection, inexorably intertwined with human rights.
This legally integrated approach to environmental and human rights protection also spread within sub-fields of IEL that were initially marked by a strong antagonism between Man and Nature. In conservation policies, Thus, in post-Stockholm conservation instruments, the concern for indigenous peoples' presence and its compatibility with nature conservation is expressed through a different narrative. Instead of accentuating a negative correlation where any human presence is perceived as a disturbing factor for nature preservation, the relationship is reversed and visualized through positive lenses where indigenous peoples are portrayed as custodians of their environment. In the overarching normative narrative, the human being changes from being a threat to being both a steward and an intrinsic part of its environment, with which he/she maintains not only economic, but also To conclude, this analysis evidenced how IEL and HRL emerged as autonomous and disconnected bodies of law that gradually evolved towards greater mutual legal integration. Since 1972, not only has the IEL regime been 'humanized' by inserting explicit references to the human rights to health or to life as objectives to accomplish through the implementation of MEAs; but the HRL regime has also been 'greened' by recognizing the existence of a human right to a protected environment or by integrating environmental protection concerns into existing human rights provisions, 89 In all these instruments, however, the protection granted to environmental protection in connection to human right is more of a declaratory importance and does not provide for justiciable protection at the individual level. 
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especially the rights to an adequate standard of living, to health, to food or to water.
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The association of human rights with environmental protection spread the environmental cause beyond the niche of IEL by mobilizing the attention of stakeholders from the HRL regime. In return, however, an anthropocentric and instrumental approach to environmental protection replaced the more ecocentric orientation that drove the early environmental movement until the dawn of the 1960s.
This anthropocentric shift led to a particular understanding of environmental protection.
2.
The hegemonic frame and beyond: conflicting concerns and untold narratives
Framing the nexus between environmentalism and human rights
In line with Allott, law defines what the common interest of society is and paves the way for future actions and behaviours in the name of this common interest. 94 This conception sheds light on the role played by environmental laws in shaping the perception of environmentalism in our common imaginary. The legal scaffolding around the concept of environment determined its understanding, which evolved over time from a perception where Man was portrayed as a threat to Nature in its pristine and wild state, to an anthropocentric dogma where the environment is put at the service of human beings in order to fulfil their needs and intrinsic rights as well as those of future generations. The idea of Nature evolved over time, and continues to do Nollkaemper's reflection on frames:
Frames play an essential, though not always recognized, role in the development of international law. Frames select and accentuate certain aspects of reality over others to promote a particular problem definition or approach to its solution, they are chosen and strategically used by actors with particular agendas and powers, and they have distinct normative and regulatory implications.
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The anthropocentric argumentative frame, thus, has a performative power: by describing, promoting or defending an anthropocentric definition of environmental law, it creates, develops and entrenches the latter in our common understanding.
Accordingly, the anthropocentric shift in environmental law is not a perversion of the latter, but rather a performative mode of creating a common social understanding of what the 'environment' entails. , 1600 , -1860 , (CUP 1996 . And yet for others, our relationship to 'nature' has its roots in medieval Christianity. See White (n 12). by linking it to a greater moral scheme on the one hand, 124 and by raising awareness outside the environmental niche on the other hand. 125 It also obfuscated, however, fundamental yet disregarded aspects of the general relationship between environmental and human rights protection. Indeed, the hegemonic synergistic frame does not capture the entire picture, but concentrates only on the positive interactions between environmental protection and human rights. Consequently, it misrepresents or 'misframes' a more complex reality, since the synergistic bias sheds light on a specific reality while obscuring others. One important aspect of the relationship between environmental protection and human rights crowded out by the anthropocentric and synergistic filter is the widespread manifestation of conflicts between environmental protection laws and human rights. Arguably, the synergistic mantra led to a form of agnotology by obscuring the negative impacts that environmental protection laws can have on human rights. Since the 1960s, the growing interest in the environment-human rights dyad gave rise to an important scholarship on the topic. 131 As seen above, however, scholars have extensively commented the positive correlation that exists between them, and only scarce attention was granted to conflicts. 132 The negative impacts that environmental pollution cause on human rights were extensively documented. 133 As a corollary to the existing synergies between environmental and human rights protection, the positive correlation between environmental and human rights harm corroborates the orthodox frame. The conflicts that exist between environmental protection laws and human rights (which do not fall under the hegemonic frame) are left under-explored.
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Re-adjusting the frame: integrating conflicts of norms
Among the alternative approaches that can relate the story of environmental law and human rights, the conflicting frame has become a lost narrative crowded out by the hegemonic synergistic vision.
To be fair, some scholars have touched upon existing conflicts, albeit the latter were not their main focus of attention. 134 Dupuy and Viñuales recognize the neglected 131 (n 116). Thus, a more realistic frame that embraces the positive and mutually beneficial links but also acknowledges the potential trade-offs would clarify the overall picture. The attempt to pragmatically assess the environment-human rights nexus answers the call for greater conceptual clarity to move beyond rhetorical discourses and ensure a better implementation of environmental law. 137 Besides avoiding romantic stereotypes, greater conceptual clarity on the hard choices that sometimes need to be made between environmental or human rights protection would prove useful in times where sustainable development has become an 'über-principle' that lies at the core of some of the most important instruments of environmental governance and regulation, since conflicts between environmental protection and human rights are proxies for tensions between two of the three pillars of sustainable development, namely its environmental and social pillars. the dynamics of conflict management in an international legal system defined by growing fragmentation, regulatory overlap and potentially growing inter-regimes conflicts of norms.
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Conclusion
Over time, environmental protection laws evolved from a state of legislative autonomy, where environmental protection laws were adopted to protect Nature from Man (thereby arousing an antagonistic sentiment between Man and Nature), to a state of legislative interdependence with human rights, where environmental protection laws were adopted to protect Nature for Man (thereby translating a harmonious relationship between environmental protection and human rights). As a result, the normative aspirations of IEL and HRL were gradually shaped into the vocabulary, anthropocentric worldview where environmental protection is perceived as a purpose aimed at protecting the rights and interests of the human species, more than the intrinsic value of nature. This re-conceptualization was rendered possible through the simultaneous and complementary work of legislators, adjudicators and legal scholars, all playing a catalyst role in mainstreaming the anthropocentric and synergistic mantra. This narrow frame, however, has led to a partial representation of the impact of environmental protection on human rights. The article denounces law's focus on human interests as mirrored in environmental protection, which echoes the myth of Narcissus losing the sight of the nature surrounding him when staring at his reflection in the lake.
Against this backdrop, the article has shown how the overall synergistic account of the relationship between environmental protection and human rights has led to an oversight of conflicts. Conflicts have passed almost entirely unnoticed in legal literature. Moreover, instruments of IEL seem to have built upon an initial stance: that environmental and human rights protections are always mutually beneficial. Yet, human rights jurisprudence reveals that laws aimed at protecting the environment frequently collide with human rights. Therefore, the article provides a more critical and untold narrative of the relationship between environmental protection and human rights, which highlights the trade-offs that legislators and adjudicators sometimes face between environmental or human rights protection. Thereby, the article counters the doctrinal agnotology that has blurred alternative narratives of environmental consciousness and partially 'misframed' the relationship between environmental protection and human rights.
